
volatility in those prices over extended periods of time. See also IP Ex. 2.6 at 15. No party 

disagrees with this aspect. Rather, the debate centers on the use of day-ahead prices. 

NewEnergy contends that day-ahead sales represent “dump sales” that are made at prices 

below the real value of Off-peak energy. NewEnergy Ex. 4 at 5. It also contends that an ARES 

could not use day-ahead purchases to serve its Off-peak load and remain in compliance with a 

utility’s scheduling requirements. Id. at 6. Neither of these arguments is accurate nor provides 

any basis for NewEnergy’s proposed adjustment. Furthermore, the adjustment methodology 

NewEnergy seeks is flawed. 

First, merely labeling day-ahead sales with the pejorative “dump sales” has proven more 

inflammatory than illuminating. Any forward sale of energy in a period of low demand could be 

characterized as a “dump sale,” regardless of whether it is day-ahead or not. IP Ex. 2.6 at 16. 

More importantly, and regardless of the label used, the real issue in this case is how to set a 

market value. NewEnergy presents reasons why the day-ahead price may be lower than a longer- 

term price for Off-peak energy. NewEnergy Exs. 4 at 3-5 & 3 at 10-15. No doubt these reasons 

prove true some of the time and the day-ahead price may be lower than a longer-term price. But, 

there are also several reasons that the day-ahead price may be higher than a longer-term price. IP 

Ex. 2.6 at 15-18; ComEd Ex. 4 at 11-12. As with several other adjustments, NewEnergy seeks to 

justify its desire to raise market values by only telling the half of the story that suits its purpose 

rather than painting the complete picture. Without better evidence that day-ahead prices are in 

fact lower than longer-texm prices on a net basis, no adjustment is warranted.16 

16 Part of that evidentiary showing would have to include whether utilities (who must attempt to re- 
sell their energy whenever the customer leaves its system and not in well-timed periods) will be able to 
obtain whatever prices the adjusted values produce. Utilities attempting to sell Off-peak energy may be 
met with a saturated market and be unable to “dump” their excess without jeopardizing system reliability. 

(continued...) 
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Second, nothing in the requirement that all parties use good-faith scheduling makes day- 

ahead pricing inappropriate. This argument was raised with respect to ComEd and therefore 

there is no IPC specific evidence regarding it. Nonetheless, the ComEd response is resounding: 

“the statement is not true and I [Mr. Naumann] simply can’t understand the statement. You can 

buy power in the spot market either hourly or several hours or whatever to meet your load 

estimate.” Tr. at 84-85. See generally ComEd Ex. 1. 

Finally, the methodology proposed by NewEnergy is flawed. NewEnergy seeks to 

include a capacity factor for Off-peak power based on broker sheets. NewEnergy Ex. 4 at 7. 

Such a method ignores the fact that “[clapacity values are primarily embedded within the high 

demand, high volatility periods” more typical of On-peak periods. IP Ex. 2.6 at 18. Any attempt 

to alter this market dynamic “would be countered by other willing sellers” who would not seek a 

capacity adder. Id. Furthermore, NewEnergy has not described the process for implementing its 

proposal: how would broker sheet prices be obtained and from which brokers; who would verify 

that higher or lower prices were not obtainable from other sources; what if no brokers were 

willing to permit their sheets to be used for this process or to be audited, . . . Such a nebulous 

concept cannot be implemented without causing more problems and disagreements than it 

resolves. 

Because NewEnergy’s Off-peak adjustment is based on two inaccurate arguments, seeks 

to add a component that is not appropriate for Off-peak pricing and has not been described with 

the particularity needed to be incorporated into a tariff, it must be rejected. 

IP Ex. 2.6 at 17. Section 16-112(a) does not merely look at the buyer’s side of the market, it also looks at 
the utility’s ability to sell at the price set. 
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G. Additional Load Shaping for Off-Peak Prices Is Not Appropriate in Illinois Pow- 
er’s Case. 

Once the data are obtained from the data sources, Illinois Power’s intent was not to 

change (from the method currently used on the NFF values) how that data is then adjusted to 

reach the market values used for TC and PPO purposes. IP Ex. 3.1 at 6-7. Thus, the PJM load 

shaping adjustment known as the “Zuraski adjustment,” that IPC currently performs only on the 

On-peak NFF values, would continue to be performed only on the On-peak MVI values. 

NewEnergy would require IPC to extend the Zuraski adjustment to Off-peak values as well. 

NewEnergy Ex. 4 at 8; NewEnergy Ex. 2 at 11. In doing so, NewEnergy misunderstands the 

scope of what it is requesting. 

First, it must be recognized that “IP is using the same methodology that I [Mr. Zuraski] 

proposed in the delivery service cases. This IP methodology is still reasonable.” ICC Staff Ex. 

3.0 at 33. Although Staff would prefer IPC to adopt the refinement of shaping all hours in the 

year, Mr. Zuraski “would not necessarily make that a pre-condition for approving the lP market 

index tariff.” Id. In later rounds of testimony, IPC explained why the extension of the PJM 

shaping is not appropriate for it. 

To extend the PJM adjustment to all 8760 hours in the year is not simply a calculation 

exercise. Rather, IPC “uses the PJM shaped prices to not only calculate customer TC amounts, 

but also to calculate customer bills under Rider PPO. This is an entirely different situation than 

for ComEd and Ameren.” IP Ex. 3.7 at 2.17 Indeed, using the same values for both purposes is 

required by the PUA: PPO purchases by an eligible customer must be set using the market 

values “used by the electric utility to calculate the customer’s transition charges . ..” 4 16-110(b). 

17 Even NewEnergy’s Dr. O’Connor recognized that changing IPC’s load shaping adjustment 
would not bring IX’s, Ameren’s and ComEd’s adjustments into uniformity. Tr. 579 (10/03/00). 

-25 



To extend the PJM shaping for TC purposes means an extension for PPO pricing purposes as 

well. In addition to the legal requirement for this, such a matching of data “insures that the 

savings a customer expects are realized.” IP Ex. 3.7 at 2. But, if all hours are shaped and used, 

the customer’s monthly PPO bill could end up with about 730 hours of market prices multiplied 

by the hourly usage,” adding additional complexity for customers when they attempt to under- 

stand their bills. Id. at 3. This would also require a “substantial” amount of systems re-work by 

lPC for little value since the Off-peak prices are not that volatile in the first place. Id. 

Given the complexity of what NewEnergy is requesting, and the limited value (as even 

Staff recognizes) to be obtained, IPC should not be required to change its PJM adjustment. 

H. Other-Reserved 

Although at this time Illinois Power has no other issues to discuss, it reserves the right to 

reply to any additional issues raised by other parties in their opening briefs. 

IV. The Time Period and Notice Related Issues Raised By Various Parties Do Not 
Warrant Rejecting IPC’s Proposal to Use More Frequent Updates Based on More 
Recent Data. 

A. IPC’s Monthly Updates are the Proper Solution for It (Periods A/B v. 12 Month 
Rolling Average). 

IPC’s proposal calls for the following process to be used to collect the raw data: data are 

collected on the last 5 business days of the preceding month and the first 5 business days of the 

current month. Once the raw data are collected: market values and associated TCs are published 

on IPC’s website on the 8th Business Day of each month with those values effective for those 

customers who either begin delivery services during the following billing month or for those 

customers whose anniversaries fall during the following billing month. Once selected, however, 

the customer’s market value and TC (except for non-market value charge changes) remain 

18 8760 hours divided by 12 months equals 730 hours per month. 
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constant for the subsequent 12-month period. Thus, while a new set of values are published for 

the next month, they apply to the next wave of customers and do not change the values used by 

customers who have a different anniversary month. See generally P Ex. 3.1 at 6-9. 

This process has been attacked by some and supported by others. Compare Nicer Exs. 1 

& 2 (supporting IPC’s basic approach) with NewEnergy Exs. 1 & 2; CILCO Ex. 3 (each attack- 

ing PC’s basic approach).” Essentially, some marketers believe that they and their customers 

need more time between the date a final market value is published and the last date a customer 

has for selecting delivery services. Initially, we must make sure no one is misled by an unfortu- 

nate cross-examination “subject to check” hypothetical that implied that certain customers would 

have as few as three days in which to make a decision. See Tr. 290-301 (10/02/00). This was 

inaccurate and, in fact, the hypothetical customer at issue would have had 11 days in which to 

finalize its decision. Tr. 620 (10/03/00). More generally, for the year 2000, a customer whose 

meter read date is early in the cycle (for example, a customer with a Bill Cycle 2 read date) 

would have at least 8 days (and, in some months, as many as 16 days) between the publication 

date and the last day for selecting choice. IP Ex. 3 at 3-4. Of course, those customers with later 

reading dates will have even more time. 

Furthermore, PC’s method of then keeping the market values constant for an entire 12- 

month period for those customers who select choice in any given month is an improvement over 

the NFF and the A/B method for all (but a very few customers for whom the methods are 

equivalent due to anniversary date coincidence). Under the NFF process, because market values 

19 We reiterate that while we tirmly believe our process is the best approach proposed by any party 
in this case, we do not intend the following discussion to be used as a basis for requiring either ComEd or 
Arneren to use our methodology. Rather, the following is intended to demonstrate why the IPC method 
should be approved as to it. 
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change every January 1 for every customer, only those who have anniversary dates of January 1 

have a pre-set market value for an entire 12-month period. Similarly, for the period A/B method, 

because market values change every June 1 for every customer, only those who have an anniver- 

sary date of June 1 have a pre-set market value for an entire 12-month period. 

One of the criticisms of the NFF process is that it uses stale data because the contacts 

reviewed are months and possibly years old. See p. 15, above. Both the PC method and the 

period A/B method use more recent data. But, the IPC method is superior in that our method 

“calculates each and every period’s TC closer to the effective date of the TC than the A/B 

method would.” IP Ex. 2.8 at 10. The difference is significant: under our method, the data is on 

average only slightly more than a month old whereas on average the period A/B data is almost 4 

months old for period A and almost 7 months old for period B. Id. As the amount of time 

between data collection and effective dates lengthens, customers and ARES receive a free option 

at the utility’s expense (an option that no party denies yet for which no party is willing to com- 

pensate IPC) and gaming opportunities become more significant. See id. Furthermore, competi- 

tion may be hindered if prices move substantially during this period. Even a one-month addi- 

tional lag (as suggested by Unicorn, Unicorn Ex. 1 at 8) can see prices move substantially (see IP 

Ex. 2.6 at 29 (noting about a 45 mil/kWh shift in prices from the beginning of May 2000 to the 

end of May)). Any greater lag could see prices move even more. 

Furthermore, IPC has trimmed the time it has to turn the raw data into final market values 

and TCs substantially. Compare IPC’s original June 5, 2000 filing (in which values were not 

published until the 15th day of each month) with IF Ex. 2.2 (changing the publication date to the 

8th business day). Three business days (data is fully available to IP on the 5th business day and 

values are published on the 8th business day) is a relatively short period of time for the amount 



and scope of work to be done but in an effort to ensure that customers and ARES have the data as 

quickly as possible, we have shortened our time to perform the necessary calculations. 

All this said, arguments that IPC’s proposal does not provide customers and ARES with 

sufficient time miss the mark in several ways. First, any ARES or customer can follow the 

market trends and have a fairly good idea of what the next month’s market values, and hence 

TCs, will be before they are actually published. Indeed, under IPC’s proposal all values except 

the very volatile On-peak component are calculated only annually, allowing all participants to 

know those components well in advance of each month. As for the volatile On-peak component, 

any market participant can estimate the new market values by (1) knowing the value published 

last month by IPC (unlike the period A/B method that only publishes values twice per year); and 

(2) using widely-available sources (including a published market survey used in part to calculate 

IPC’s market values) to determine if prices are rising, falling or staying the same. This is little 

different from the way consumers choose a mortgage rate. See IP Ex. 3.6 at 4. If residential 

customers can and do make decisions using this “fairly easy and effective strategy” (id.) for 

something as large as their home mortgage, it is hard to understand why a similar process is not 

even more acceptable for electricity purchases. Furthermore, to the extent more sophisticated 

analysis is required for the largest customers, there can be no doubt that sophisticated consultants 

are available to fill the niche. See Tr. 728 & 734 (10/04/00). 

Second, the debate over whether the decision window is long enough proceeds from a 

false assumption: that customers can only act when they have perfect knowledge of all prices. 

This is simply not true and is best illustrated by one of the most strident critics of IPC’s method. 

CILCO signed a Master Power Purchase Agreement for supply to retail customers (the schools in 

the Illinois Electric Consortium) on August 1, 2000. Tr. 1100-01. Yet, the NFF report including 
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values for 2001 (the equivalent of the market values that ARES contend need to be known before 

they can make a decision) was not published until August 15, 2000.20 If this State’s schools can 

make electric purchasing decisions (or an ARES can on their behalf) without any idea of the 

market value, then surely a customer can do so when the values are known in advance of the time 

for making a decision. 

Finally, it is important that, in deciding this issue, the Commission understands why 

ARES and customers want more time: 

Ultimately, the timing issue is one of risk management. As we are 
all aware, one of the greatest benefits of an active market is that those who 
are willing to accept risk, can take on the risk of those who are less willing 
to do so - for a price. What [CILCO] and others are asking here by sug- 
gesting that IP should update its market values annually, is to have IP as- 
sume an inordinate share of the risk of price changes - but no one has sug- 
gested that IP should be compensated in the form of an option premium 
for doing so. 

Ip Ex. 2.6 at 13. 

Illinois Power is in favor of creating a truly competitive market for electricity in Illinois. 

In doing so, all parties must become more accustomed to acting as they do in other competitive 

markets, where all parties bear a share of the risk, rather than seeking to place the costs on the 

incumbent utility and the benefits on the new entrants. 

For the foregoing reasons, IPC’s 12-month method should be adopted. 

B. IPC’s Revised Notice Period for PPO Customers is Appropriate (Decision Win- 
dow). 

Given IPC’s original process for handling requests to take PPO service, some parties 

raised a concern about the decision window available to such customers in light of the MVI 

20 The ability to make a decision without knowledge of the final market value is even more pointed 
in the case of the NFF values for which there are no trends to follow and which uses a black box process 
for publishing final values. 
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process discussed above. As with other aspects of IPC’s proposal, we carefully considered these 

concerns. After doing so, we determined that we are “willing to modify the 30-day PPO re- 

quirement to be the lesser of either 30 days or the length of time between the 10th business day 

of a month and the scheduled meter read date for the next billing cycle month.” IP Ex. 3.6 at 5 

(as amended at Tr. 617 (1 O/03/00)). Given this modification, we believe this is no longer an 

issue, but reserve the right to reply to any arguments made by other parties in their opening 

briefs. 

C. As Discussed Above, the Notice Period for Delivery Services Customers Con- 
tained in IPC’s Method Should Be Adopted (Decision Window). 

We addressed the decision window above in the same section as our 12-month process. 

We reserve the right to reply to any arguments made by other parties in their opening briefs. 

D. Other-Reserved 

Although at this time Illinois Power has no other issues to discuss, it reserves the right to 

reply to any additional issues raised by other parties in their opening briefs. 

V. On the Only Other Issue of Substance (the Eligibility of Customers for PPO when 
They are Not Paying a TC), the IIEC’s Position Is Contrary to the Law & Public 
Policy. 

A. There Do Not Appear to be Anv Transitional Issues. 

IPC will transition customers from the NFF values to MVI values as customers’ anniver- 

sary dates roll around in 2001. For those whose anniversary dates occur prior to implementation 

of Rider MVI in 2001, IPC will recalculate the customer’s TC on January 1, 2002 using the MVI 

values and then again on their anniversary date in 2002. 
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As far as IPC is aware no party has raised any issue with this transition process, with the 

exception of the PPO issue discussed in the next subsection. We reserve the right to reply to any 

arguments made by other parties in their opening briefs. 

B. Based on the Law and Sound Policy. Illinois Power Cannot be Required to Make 
PPO Service Available to Customers with a Transition Charge of Zero. 

Section 16-110(b) of the PUA states that PPO service is available to “a non-residential 

delivery customer that is paying transition charges . ..” IX’s current Rider PPO (which was 

approved by this Commission) incorporates this statutory eligibility requirement. IP Ex. 3.3 

5 2(g). Nonetheless, the IIEC argues that we should be required to permit a customer who has a 

zero TC to obtain PPO service. The IIEC’s position is contrary to the law and is bad public 

policy. Before turning to this issue, it is important to recognize (as pointed out by the Staff in 

this case) that “a zero CTC implies that the average customer in the class is already getting a 

bargain relative to the market.” ICC Staff Ex. 3.0 at 12. And, for those with individually- 

calculated TCs, “each customer with a zero transition charge is getting a bargain relative to the 

market.” lP Ex. 1.5 at 5. 

In construing a statute, courts are required to ascertain and give effect to 
the intent of the legislature. Faced with a question of statutory construction, 
courts should first look to the language of the statute to determine the intent of the 
drafters. When the statutory language is clear, no resort is necessary to other aids 
of construction. 

Zekman v. Direct American Marketers, Inc., 182 111.2d 359, 368-69, 695 N.E.2d 853, 858 (Ill. 

1998) (citations omitted). 

The law is straightforward: a customer must be paying a transition charge before a utility 

can be required to let that customer obtain PPO service. And, equally straightforward is the 

notion that when no charge is due from a customer, then the customer is not paying a charge. It 
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is difficult to see how any person could read the statute otherwise. Nonetheless, apparently the 

IIEC has found a way to do so. On the stand, Mr. Stephens conjectured that even when no 

charge is assessed (because the TC calculation yields a value of 0) a customer could still be said 

to be paying a TC. Tr. 721-22 (10/03/OO).21 

The cardinal rule of interpreting statutes, to which all other canons and rules are 
subordinate, is to ascertain and give effect to the intent of the legislature. In de- 
termining legislative intent, a court first should consider the statutory language. 
Moreover, a court will avoid an interpretation of a statute that would render any 
portion of it meaningless or void. Also, a court presumes that the legislature, in 
enacting a statute, did not intend absurdity, inconvenience, or injustice. 

McNamee v. Federated Equipment & Supply Co., 181 111.2d 415,423-24,692 N.E.2d 1157, 1161 

(Ill. 1998) (emphasis added). The absurd reading posited by the IIEC does not make the statute 

ambiguous and should be rejected. Under the IIEC’s reading (that a customer is paying all it has 

been asked to pay), even a utility that foregoes all transition charges (such as CILCO) should be 

required to make PPO available because its customers are paying all they have been asked to pay. 

Although not even the IIEC is willing to advance this reading of the statute (compare Tr. 722 

(10/04/00)), it is difficult to see how the IIEC can avoid the absurd lengths to which their reading 

leads. 

Furthermore, the IIEC’s interpretation renders the phrase “that is paying transition 

charges” meaningless. If all non-residential customers (including those with 0 TCs) are paying 

transition charges, then the phrase is surplusage and meaningless. A more rational reading is that 

21 He even went so far as to trivialize the importance of the TC by comparing it to a supermarket 
special being offered for free. Id. at 722. 
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the General Assembly meant to distinguish between those non-residential customers that are 

paying a transition charge from those who are not.22 

Nonetheless, even if the IIEC’s absurd reading were given any credence and the statute 

could somehow be viewed as being ambiguous, the legislative intent belies the IIEC’s position. 

“[Wlhere the language of a statute is ambiguous, it is appropriate to examine legislative his- 

tory.” People vs. Rose, 268 Ill.App.3d 174, 178, 643 N.E.2d 865, 868 (Ill. App. Ct. 4th Dist. 

1994). 

Thus, to the extent one finds the statutory language ambiguous, the intent nonetheless 

becomes clear given the history behind it. The record evidence on this point demonstrates that 

PPO service was not intended to be the primary vehicle for implementing competition in Illinois. 

IP Ex. 1.5 at 3. Yet, by attempting to broaden the class of customers eligible for PPO service, the 

IIEC seeks to turn PPO into exactly that. In doing so, the IIEC is attempting to upset the care- 

fully crafted balance struck by the General Assembly in enacting the deregulation legislation. IP 

Ex. 1.5 at 5. 

Furthermore, as a matter of public policy, the IIEC’s position, if adopted, would hinder 

the development of competition in Illinois. It is telling that no marketer has supported the IIEC’s 

position on this issue. The reason is obvious: the PPO represents an alternative to the service a 

marketer can offer and making that alternative more-widely available (and, with the NFF process, 

less costly) will not advance the ability of marketers to attract new customers. Furthermore, the 

corporate intervenors who comprise the IIEC are the same large corporations who were large 

enough and sophisticated enough to have been able to obtain a bargain even before the onset of 

22 This distinction cannot be a temporal one related to the difference in availability PPO based on 
the time period during which a utility is entitled to collect TCs generally (2006 or 2008) and thereafter. 
The General Assembly drew that distinction elsewhere. Compare $ 16-110(b) with 8 16-110(c) & (d). 
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competition. The Commission need not be concerned that these customers will be unable to 

benefit now that competition is here. 

Finally, with respect to those customers whose TC falls to zero when the market value is 

re-set, we note that this is already a potential problem under the NFF process (which updates 

market values every January 1). Furthermore, after the transition from NFF to MVI is complete, 

this ceases to be a problem under IPC’s 12-month process because the customer uses the same 

market values for the entire 12-month period. And, during the transition, this is a relatively small 

problem because IPC uses the old NFF values until a customer’s anniversary date occurs (except 

for those with anniversary dates prior to the implementation of Rider MVI, who will have their 

market values reset twice in 2002). Nonetheless, to the extent this remains an issue, because this 

issue is merely a variant of the more general issue of PPO eligibility, the same answer should 

obtain: the law and sound public policy mean that a utility cannot be required to continue 

offering PPO service if a customer’s TC drops to zero. 

The Commission should encourage competition, not advance ideas that retard it while 

rewarding only a small subset of customers who have already been historically advantaged. 

C. Other-Reserved 

Although at this time Illinois Power has no other issues to discuss, it reserves the right to 

reply to any additional issues raised by other parties in their opening briefs. 

CONCLUSION 

In sum, Illinois Power’s MVI proposal (as amended by IPC’s witnesses during the course 

of these proceedings) is just & reasonable and should be adopted by this Commission without 

further changes. From the outset, Illinois Power undertook a process of working with and 

listening to various parties. The goal was to shape a final tariff that balanced the interests of 

-35- 



many different parties and with which IP could be satisfied. We believe we have reached that 

point. 

Our proposal is just & reasonable and a significant improvement over the NFF process. 

Our proposal is a pro-consumer step in the right direction at a time when the electric market will 

be opening up to all non-residential customers. Our proposal combines a market-basket of data 

sources for a liquid trading hub with a process that provides the appropriate price signals 

through-out the year. Although neither the Ameren nor the CE proposals contain all of the 

benefits of IPC’s proposal, we do not object to the Commission adopting either of them for those 

respective companies. 

Respectfully submitted, 

.&eph L. Lakshmanan, Esq. 
Illinois Power Company 
500 South 27th Street 
Decatur, IL 6252 l-2200 
(2 17) 362-7449 
(217) 362-7458 (facsimile) 
Joseph-Lakshmanan@illinoispower.com 

Dated: November 3,200O 
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CHICAGO, IL 60602-2580 

MARK G KAMINSKI 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
PUBLIC UTILITIES BUREAU 
100 W. RANDOLPH ST., 12TH FL. 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

MARY KLYASHEFF 
ATTORNEY 
PEOPLES ENERGY SERVICES CORPORATION 
130 E. RANDOLPH DR., 23RD FL. 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

DEBRA L KUTSUNIS 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY COMPANY 
106 E. 2ND ST. 
DAVENPORT, IA 52801 

SUSAN M LANDWEHR 
DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
ENRON ENERGY SERVICES, INC. 
900 SECOND AVE. SOUTH, STE. 890 
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55402 
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A ROBERT LASICH JR 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY COMPANY 
800 RI-JAN CENTER 
666 GRAND AVE. 
DES MOINES, IA 50309 

REBECCA J LAUER 
DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
PO BOX 767 
CHICAGO, IL 60690-0767 

DANIEL D MCDEVITT 
ATTY. FOR UNICOM ENERGY INC. 
GARDNER,CARTON&DOUGLAS 
321 N. CLARK ST., STE. 3400 
CHICAGO, IL 60610 

MICHELLE MISHOE 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
160 N. LASALLE ST., STE. C-800 
CHICAGO, IL 6060 l-3 104 

MICHAEL A MUNSON 
ATTY. FOR INTERVENORS 
LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL A. MUNSON 
8300 SEARS TOWER 
233 S. WACKER DR. 
CHICAGO, IL 60606 

ALAN H NEFF 
ASSISTANT CORPORATION COUNSEL 
DEPT. OF LAW 
CITY OF CHICAGO 
30 N. LASALLE, STE. 900 
CHICAGO, IL 60602-2580 
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KARIN NORINGTON 
CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD 
STE 1760 
208 S. LASALLE 
CHICAGO, IL 60604 

PHILIP R O’CONNOR 
PRESIDENT 
NEWENERGY MIDWEST, L.L.C. 
29 S. LASALLE ST., STE. 900 
CHICAGO, IL 60603 

KATIE PAPADIMITRIU 
160 N. LASALLE ST., STE. C-800 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

JOSEPH H RAYBUCK 
AMEREN 
MAIL CODE 13 10 
1901 CHOUTEAU AVENUE 
ST. LOUIS, MO 63 103 

SARAH J READ 
ATTY. FOR COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
SIDLEY & AUSTIN 
10 S. DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO,IL60603 

CONRAD REDDICK 
CITY OF CHICAGO 
SUITE 1040 
30 N. LASALLE STREET 
CHICAGO,IL60602 
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JOHN J REICHART 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
160 N. LASALLE ST. 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

STEVEN G REVETHIS 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
160 N. LASALLE, STE. C-800 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

E GLENN RIPPIE 
ACTING ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
125 S. CLARK ST. 
CHICAGO,IL60603 

ERIC ROBERTSON 
ATTY. FOR IIEC 
LUEDERS, ROBERTSON & KONZEN 
1939 DELMAR AVE. 
P.O. BOX 735 
GRANITE CITY, IL 62040 

RANDALL ROBERTSON 
ATTY. FOR IIEC 
LUEDERS, ROBERTSON, & KONZEN 
1939 DELMAR AVE. 
P.O. BOX 735 
GRANITE CITY, IL 62040 

COURTNEY A ROSEN 
ATTY. FOR COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
SIDLEY & AUSTIN 
10 S. DEARBORN 
CHICAGO, IL 60603 
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THOMAS RUSSELL 
UNICOM ENERGY, INC. 
125 S. CLARK ST., STE. 1535 
CHICAGO, IL 60603 

PAUL T RUXIN 
ATTY. FOR CIPS/UE 
JONES, DAY, REAVIS & POGUE 
77 W. WACKER 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

W MICHAEL SEIDEL 
ATTY. FOR CENTRAL ILLINOIS LIGHT COMPANY 
DEFREES & FISKE 
200 S. MICHIGAN AVE., STE. 1100 
CHICAGO, IL 60604 

NICK T SHEA 
DIRECTOR, RATES & REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
CENTRAL ILLINOIS LIGHT COMPANY 
300 LIBERTY ST. 
PEORIA, IL 61602 

MICHAEL J SHERIDAN 
CMS MARKETING, SERVICES & TRADING COMPANY 
ONE JACKSON SQ., STE. 1060 
JACKSON, MS 49201 

CRAIG SIEBEN 
SIEBEN ENERGY ASSOCIATES 
401 N. WABASH AVE., STE. 536 
CHICAGO, IL 60611 
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MARIE SPICUZZA 
ASSISTANT STATES ATTORNEY 
ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY DIVISION 
COOK COUNTY STATE’S ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 
69 W. WASHINGTON, STE. 700 
CHICAGO, IL 60602 

STEVEN R SULLIVAN 
VICE PRESIDENT 
ONE AMEREN PLZ. 
190 1 CHOUTEAU AVE. 
PO BOX 66149, MC 1300 
ST. LOUIS, MO 63166-6149 

CHRISTOPHER J TOWNSEND 
ATTY. FOR NEWENERGY MIDWEST, L.L.C. 
PIPER MARBURY RUDNICK & WOLFE 
203 N. LASALLE ST., STE. 1800 
CHICAGO, IL 6060 1 - 1293 

KENNAN WALSH 
NEWENERGY MIDWEST, L.L.C. 
29 S. LASALLE ST., STE. 900 
CHICAGO, IL 60603 

TIMOTHY P WALSH 
ATTORNEY 
PEOPLES ENERGY SERVICES CORPORATION 
130 E. RANDOLPH DR., 23RD FL. 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

STEVEN WALTER 
CITY PLANNER V 
DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENT 
CITY OF CHICAGO 
30 N. LASALLE, STE. 2500 
CHICAGO, IL 60602-2580 
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R LAWRENCE WARREN 
SENIOR ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
PUBLIC UTILITIES BUREAU 
100 W. RANDOLPH ST., 12TH FL. 
CHICAGO, IL 60601 

KAREN S WAY 
ATTY. FOR NEWENERGY MIDWEST, L.L.C. 
PIPER MARBURY RUDNICK & WOLFE 
203 N. LASALLE ST., STE. 1800 
CHICAGO, IL 6060 1 - 1293 

HEATHER JACKSON 
ATTY. FOR COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 
HOPKINS & SUTTER 
THREE FIRST NATIONAL PLAZA 
70 W. MADISON ST., STE. 4100 
CHICAGO, IL 60602 


